How do the EU and the US respond to rising powers making territorial claims? Are they unified in their approaches, and if not, where do their policies diverge? Transatlantic unity or dissent in response to main geopolitical issues has implications for our understanding of transatlantic security relations and for the future of global power-relations more broadly. We explore EU-US posi-tions and responses to Chinese advances in the South China Sea and Russia's actions in the Ukraine. Two hypotheses guide our analysis: First, that they cooperate to balance against these powers, hence strengthening transatlantic relations. Secondly, that the EU is developing policies independently of the US, thus weakening EU-US relations. Our findings suggest that despite a general coherence of American and European stance in both cases, the level of coordination varies. Instead, we find signs of weakening EU-US security relations as the EU develops a more autonomous policy vis-à-vis the US.
Introduction
Most observers agree that the international security order is changing from unipolarity under US hegemony to what is referred to as a multipolar, bipolar, polar or apolar system (Brooks and Wohlforth 2016) . Underlying this argument is not so much that the United States (US) is becoming weaker or losing its military might, but rather that other countries are becoming richer and more powerful. It is the rise of emerging powers -Brazil, China, India, Russia (the socalled BRICs countries) -that is redefining the international global order by altering the power relations amongst states. In this article we aim to contribute to a better understanding of if and how these global power shifts influence EU-US relations by studying how the European Union (EU) and the US have responded to Russia and China's territorial claims in Ukraine and the South China Sea. Are these developments weakening EU-US relations, or have they instead triggered stronger cooperation between the EU and the US? This has not been explored systematically in the existing literature. EU-US unity or dissent in response to rising powers has deep implications not only for our understanding of transatlantic security relations but also for our understanding of future global power-relations more broadly. After all, making territorial claims -whether in other states or in international waters -is the most fundamental way a state can seek to increase its external influence.
From a neo-realist perspective, one might expect the rise of emerging powers to lead to a strengthening of relations between the EU and the US. Since the Second World War, the US and (Western) Europe have been linked together through a variety of different institutions, not least in the realm of security. In the face of rising powers, one would expect that the existing hegemon (the US) would work together with its junior partner (the EU) to counter-balance the powers of rising states and maintain its global and regional power positions (Waltz 2000) .
Assuming an anarchical world order where stability is maintained by a balance of power amongst a few states or by a strong global hegemon, leading neo-realists have indeed predicted such developments since the end of the Cold war (Waltz 2000) .
On the other hand, Russia and China's behavior may potentially also pose a challenge to EU-US unity and hence weaken their relationship. Strategically, the US and the EU seem to have increasingly different priorities. The US has traditionally controlled the South China Sea through its military power and its alliances with states in the region (Posen 2003 ). China's claim to gain territorial control of most of the South China Sea threatens this position and the US' traditional allies in the region (Mearsheimer and Walt 2016) . While for the EU, Russia's invasion of Crimea and efforts to control East Ukraine exposes the stability and security of the EU's nearest neighbors and even some of the member states. Beyond these strategic considerations, a dominant strand in the literature on the EU's foreign policy depicts the Union as an increasingly confident and internationally autonomous international actor (Jørgensen et al. 2015) . A corollary is that the EU is not only taking on a bigger international role but also that it increasingly leads a different type of foreign policy than the US, with reference to for example the EU-US divisions over Iraq (Anderson et al 2008; M.E. Smith 2015 , M.E Smith 2018 . From such a perspective, one might hence expect the EU to choose a different route than the US: Rather than cooperating with the US in line with US preferences, the EU may be developing an autonomous and different policy to that of the US, hence weakening EU-US relations.
To tease out if and how EU-US relations are affected by Russia and China's territorial claims, the article proceeds as follows. We first draw on existing literature and the Special Issue introduction to set out the two hypotheses of EU-US relations opposite China and Russia in more detail. The subsequent analysis is structured accordingly, case by case. The conclusion sums up the findings and discusses their implications.
Analytical Framework and hypotheses

The neo-realist balancing hypothesis: Strengthened EU-US relations
The first hypothesis builds on a neo-realist perspective and suggests that EU-US relations have strengthened in response to territorial claims, as the EU joins forces with the US as a junior partner to counter-balance the powers of these rising states (Waltz 1979 (Waltz , 2002 . With its focus on power politics, security, sovereignty, territorial conflicts and war, realist perspectives are often used to describe and explain structural power shifts and relations, as new powers rise and old ones respond. A key proposition derived from neo-realist theory 'is that the balancing of power by some states against others recurs' continuously, at the regional or the global level (Waltz 2000, 27) . The international system's core feature is that it is anarchical, composed of strategically rational states whose behavior is driven mainly by the aim of securing their territorial integrity and the security of their populations (Mearsheimer 2014 , Posen 2003 , Waltz 2000 .
The rise of China, Russia and the other BRIC countries has thus led to a revival of realist perspectives in the study of international relations, including in EU foreign and security policy studies (Flockhart 2016, Mearsheimer and Walt 2016.) As argued by Stephen Walt: 'When the Cold War ended, there was a brief period where a few politicians and a few scholars naively believed power politics was over (…) but instead we have seen power politics come back with a vengeance. The conflict in Ukraine is one obvious example, and so is China's growing assertiveness'.
1 A neo-realist hypothesis suggesting that EU-US relations will strengthen as part of a bigger geo-political balancing game would also be in line with the argument that the EU and the US share an interest in cooperation to protect 'US leadership against rising powers' (Youngs 2010, 32) . Although realists do not expect states to give up their sovereignty to common institutions, they might come together in security alliances to be collectively stronger in the face of other powers, which is how both NATO and EU foreign and security cooperation is explained from a neo-realist perspective (Hyde-Price 2006) .
If the strengthening/balancing-hypothesis is substantiated, one would expect the EU to cooperate closely with the US opposite China and Russia to make them give up territorial claims in areas of strategic interest to the EU and the US. This means first; that the EU and US will be united in their positions and policies towards Russia and China. One would hence expect to find references on both sides to the strategic importance of establishing a strong Western force to balance against China and Russia. US and EU policies would be be coordinated and consistent and the EU would follow the US' lead as a junior partner. One would also expect EU and the US to cooperate and to deliberately 'develop complementary strategies and a division of labour in their dealings' with Russia and China (Tunsjø 2015, 151) . This division of labor could be functional and linked to means, with the US projecting its military power and the EU drawing more on its traditional soft power economic tools in their policies towards Russia and China (Hyde-Price 2006). There could however also be a geographic element to this division of labour, with the EU focusing mainly on its near abroad and hence the Ukraine crisis, and the US being more engaged in the South China Sea (Tunsjø 2015) .
The autonomy hypothesis: Weakening EU-US relations
It might however also be that EU-US relations have weakened in light of rising powers making territorial claims, if the EU instead of allying with the US develops its own policies, independently of and in contrast to those of the US. Since the 1990s, a growing literature has argued that the EU has become a strong foreign policy actor in its own right (Jørgensen et al. 2015) . The EU has for example developed a wide range of foreign policy tools, including military capabilities and the EU increasingly speaks with one voice at the international arena.
With the EU's new Global Strategy and in the face of recent crises, the EU has moreover expressed ambitions of further developing an autonomous foreign and defence policy (see Howorth 2018 and and M.E. Smith 2018 this volume) . It may hence be that rather than allying with the US as part of a global and regional geopolitical balancing game, the EU seeks to develop a policy that is independent of the US opposite China and Russia.
The extent of the EU's autonomy has been central to the debate about its "actorness" on the international stage (e.g. Bretherton and Vogler 2006) . On the one hand, autonomy refers to the independence of the EU apparatus from the member states (cf. Jupille and Caparoso 1998) . On the other hand, autonomy means the extent to which the EU develops and leads a policy independent of other international actors. Along these lines, Biscop (2013) Although the EU and the US might fulfil separate roles, one would expect this difference to reflect the EU's own ambitions of conducting an autonomous policy. Second, this ambition must be followed up in the EU's actual policies, also in cases where EU policies are in conflict with US' policies or preferences. Indeed, the strongest evidence of a weakening-hypothesis would be that the EU explicitly acts in opposition to the US' wishes in concrete cases. A third indicator of an autonomous policy is that the member states chose cooperation within the EU's Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP), and reduce their attention to NATO.
Analysis
To study EU-US relations in the context of emerging powers' territorial claims, we explore their positions and policies vis-à-vis China and Russia in response to their advances in the South China Sea and in Ukraine. The main data sources include official EU and US documents as well as 14 interviews across EU institutions and member states, as well as in NATO. To further triangulate our data, we have compared our findings to existing research and observers' reports.
EU-US and Russia: The Ukraine Crisis
First we look at the Ukraine case. Has this served to strengthen or weaken EU-US relations?
After several years of negotiations, President Yanukovich took EU-leaders by surprise when he announced that tUkraine would suspend the preparations for an Association Agreement with the EU, favouring instead closer ties with Russia. When developing a sanctions regime, greater coalitions are needed to avoid escape routes (ibid.).
On the other hand, although they cooperated on sanctions, there is little evidence to suggest that there was a coordinated balancing act under US lead vis-à-vis Russia over Ukraine. One could argue that to the US, Russia represents a regional power, and hence does not have to be balanced.
According to Böller and Werle (2016, 326) , the US does not perceive of Russia as a security threat. Russia is mentioned in the American security strategy, but only as a challenge in the context of international terrorism (ibid.). By contrast, the EU's Global Strategy (2016) states:
'Russia's violation of international law and the destabilisation of Ukraine, on top of protracted conflicts in the wider Black Sea region, have challenged the European security order at its core'.
When the Ukraine crisis erupted, however, the EU's member states had diverging positions on to what extent the crises represented a security threat -depending on geography and historical ties (Sjursen and Rosén 2017, 26) . Countries such as Poland and the Baltic states were explicit about the security implications of Russian advances in the Ukraine, but members in the south of Central Europe hesitated in taking a firm stand towards Russian aggression (Forbrig 2015) .
Polish Foreign Minister, Radoslaw Sikorski, complained that the EU's reaction was slow compared to the US, which quickly affirmed its determination to guarantee the security of the Eastern and Central European countries, for example through the deployment of training troops and US airborne companies to Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania and Poland. 6 Thus, the US demonstrated a willingness to counterbalance Russia in Eastern Europe -on behalf of its NATO-allies -while the EU was more hesitant. What is more and contrary to a coordinated balancing hypothesis, scholars have argued that the EU did not even understand how its rapprochement with the Ukraine would upset the Russian government (e.g. Auer 2015,
MacFarlane and Menon 2014). Gehring et al. (2017) have claimed that the EU acted as a great power in the security crisis over Ukraine, albeit inadvertently. Their argument is that the EU 'unintentionally challenges major security interests of other great powers' through its 'communitarized external action based on low-politics strategies' (ibid, 728). Thus, one could argue that the EU did not understand, or at least did not take into consideration a type of "balancing game" when devising and conducting its policies in its Eastern neighborhood.
Still, throughout the crisis there is evidence of a division of labor developing between the US and the EU, particularly as regards the diverging roles played by the EU on the one hand, and by NATO -led by the US -on the other. The American support to the Eastern Europeans does not indicate a division of labor in geographical terms, where Europe takes care of its own neighborhood, leaving the US to balance against China (cf. Tunsjø 2015) . In functional terms however, NATO deals with 'tasks mainly in the higher intensity field of peace enforcement and peacekeeping', whilst over time the EU has emerged as an actor geared towards conflict prevention in situations where intensity is lower and where it can draw on a combination of military and civilian instruments (Schleich 2014: 188) . Being the world's only hegemon, and
Europe's long-term guarantor for security, some studies have indeed emphasized how the EU's response to Russia's aggression has been dovetailing the US (e.g. Haukkala 2015) . In February 2014, a leaked conversation between Victoria Nuland from the US State Department and the US Ambassador to the Ukraine was reported to have expressed her impatience with the EU in not-so-diplomatic terms. Nuland's frustration signals that the EU was not acting according to the State Department wishes, but it also demonstrates the differences between the reactions of the EU and the US. At the outset, the US did try to push EU member states to increase pressure on Russia (interviews 18/11/2015, 12/01/2016#2). Still, there are not many signs that the US attempts to pressure the EU to act was what determined the course of action, which suggests that the EU was not a junior partner to the American endeavor.
All interviewees were adamant that the EU was seen as the appropriate actor to be the forerunner in this particular conflict. The EU had been investing a great deal of resources and prestige in extending an Association Agreement to Ukraine, and for EU to be involved was a 'natural response ' (interview, 18/11/2015) . Pursuing the NATO-line would have entailed an escalation of the conflict, so 'it was deemed appropriate to go through the EU -not to trigger a stronger response from Russia' (interview, 12/01/2016#2). It was also the EU that took the lead in the diplomatic efforts vis-à-vis Russia through the Normandie-format, comprising France, Germany, Russia and Ukraine, resulting in the Minsk II-agreement of February 2015. This was a distribution of roles preferred on both sides of the Atlantic. Once the EU had adopted its sanctions regime had been established, the US took a step back (interview, 12/01/2016). The Americans preferred to "outsource" the mediation efforts to the EU (Larson 2018) . There was mutual understanding that the Russians would never negotiate with the Americans (interview, 12/01/2016#1).
At the same time, the US was quick to reassure the security concerns of the Baltics and Poland.
The initial decision to deploy troops and fighter jets was reached through bilateral deals, but the US was also instrumental in coordinating the NATO-response (interview, 12/01/2016#1).
The question is whether and to what extent this division of labor testifies to a strengthening of the relationship between the EU and the US. For that to be the case, this would have to be a policy devised in EU-US tandem. Beyond sanctions, that the US took charge of the 'hard security aspects' was described by one interviewee as an 'unofficial division of labour'
(12/01/2016#1). The coordination of the work in NATO and the EU also seems to have been looser and less concrete -in line with the existing literature on NATO/EU-relations (e.g. Duke and Gebhard 2017). This means that the US will coordinate within NATO with EU-member states that are also NATO-members, but not primarily with the EU as such. Thus, although the respective roles of the US through NATO and the EU follows the expected division between hard and soft security, there is little to suggest that the division of labor was coordinated -apart from the sanctions regime. Furthermore, there are few signs of the EU being a junior partner to the US in developing its own policies to adjust to the American strategy.
By contrast, EU governments stressed that Europe's relations with Russia were of a different nature than those of US-Russia relations. In the words of one interviewee, issuing sanctions is easier for the US because its economy is less intertwined with Russia, because it does not need to reach agreement among 28 member states, but also because its fundamental attitude towards Nevertheless, this general concord on the justifications for a common response masks some significant differences. First, while the immediate trigger of the crisis was the rapprochement between the EU and Ukraine, the prospects of a Ukrainian NATO-membership is another factors held to have ignited Russia's geopolitical and strategic assessments. As argued by Howorth (2017, 125-126) , NATO signaled the prospect of a possible membership for Georgia There are of course also diverging interests opposite Russia within the Union itself. The EU's policy vis-à-vis Russia has been described as a balancing act between different member state interests (Casier 2016 between the EU and the US -the stakes were higher for the Europeans, both in economic and security terms. Thus, it was important for the EU to determine its own policies in the Ukraine crisis.
Secondly, there was a strong wish in the EU to stand united in the face of the Ukraine-crisis.
This was apparent even before debates had begun about what policies the EU should choose:
"What was striking during all our debates that we had, and at whatever level we had them (…)
was that there was a sense of a clear need for unity, and that was always overcoming everything Not only was the EU preferred to act in order not to escalate the conflict with Russia, but interviewees also held that 'EU was best equipped to deal with this situation. The tools that the EU possesses are the right ones' (interview, 12/01/2016#1, #2, #3). Some interviewees even questioned the US' actual support with Ukraine: "The US is not helping out that much, they don't pay for the sanctions. We do" (interview 24/10-2017). Thus, the Ukraine conclict was clearly perceived as a crisis where the EU could and should take the lead, as a coherent autonomous actor.
EU-US and China: The South China Sea Conflict
What then about EU-US relations vis-à-vis China? The South China Sea has been the subject of territorial disputes for centuries, but due not least to China's aggressive and increasingly boycotted the ruling and says it will not be bound by it.
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At the outset, the balancing hypothesis seems particularly relevant for understanding EU-US relations in the South China Sea case. After all, this is an area far away from the EU's neighborhood, making it particularly likely that the EU -if it at all has a common policysupports its traditional ally, the US, by drawing on its soft power tools. From an American perspective, China is a bigger threat to its global hegemony than Russia. 'Command of the global commons' (Posen 2003 ) is key to the US' global power and it is 'an essential ingredient of achieving great-power status in the future' (Yuan 2012: 11) . When announcing the US' pivot to Asia in 2011, Hillary Clinton, referred to the Asia-Pacific as 'the key driver of global politics'
arguing that 'U.S. commitment there is essential (…) for continued American leadership'.
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Although the US also applies diplomatic means, it has moreover made it clear that it 'will maintain the necessary military presence and capabilities to protect U.S. interests and those of allies and partners (…) deter conflict and coercion and respond decisively when needed', in line with a neo-realist perspective. 14 So, is the EU part of this balancing game, joining the US as a Third, and contrary to what one would expect if there is a functional division of labour between the EU and the US , there is little coordination between the EU and the US regarding the South China Sea. Undoubtedly, the EU has 'discussions with the US on how the EU can contribute.
We talk to them regularly on Asian issues,' including the South China Sea (Interview 27/10-2017). Similarly, 'the US has realized it needs allies, support in the South China Sea. So it constantly asks for our support. The Americans have always asked us: Do more please, and do more of the things that we want (ibid). However, according to our interviewees, 'the US doesn't want the EU to be an [independent] actor, it wants the EU to follow its lead. But the EU doesn't want to take sides' in the conflict (ibid). Because 'the US doesn't think the EU is strategic enough, it wants us in the economic realm' (ibid). In line with this, the US does not want the EU to be present at high level political meetings where Asia-Pacific security issues are discussed by countries such as China, the US and Russia (Interviews 2017). Actually, according to the interviewees, 'the US is open in saying that Europe can't be trusted on this, based on its dealings with China' (Interview 17/10-2017). Although 'the EU wants to be part of the South Asia security structure, the US doesn't really want that' (Interview 25/10-2017).
In sharp contrast to US policies, at least some in the EU is even less concerned with whether or Rather than joining the US as a junior partner, the EU's approach to this part of the global commons is to find ways to institutionally manage this conflict (Interviews 2017. Also see Riddervold, 2018) . EU staff also seem to believe that the EU can and should play a bigger role in the region, arguing for example that 'it is possible for the EU to be bigger… I am impressed by the EU approach here, the intelligence in this' (Interview 23/10-2017 to produce a strong statement in favour of the ruling', in support of the US and its ally, the Philippines (Interview 25/10-2017).
Summary and conclusion
Without doubt, the security relationship between the EU and the US remains strong. As discussed in Howorth's article on NATO and the EU's common foreign and security policy (the CSDP), transatlantic relations 'will continue to exist as a meaningful entity in world politics -at least for the foreseeable future' (Howorth 2018) . Most European states still rely on the US as their main security provider, and although perhaps for different reasons, legal considerations underline and unite their policies in both of our cases: In Ukraine the sovereignty principle, and in the South China sea the Law of the Seas. Not surprisingly, we also find that the EU is a soft and the US a hard power in the two regions: While the US has increased its military power both in Europe and in the Asia-Pacific in response to Russia and China's territorial claims, the EU so far foremost draws on its economic and diplomatic means in its dealing with these countries.
Nevertheless, in line with the second of our hypotheses, although this varies somewhat across the cases, our findings point towards a certain weakening of EU-US security relations in light of the crises' in Ukraine and the South China Sea as the EU develops a more coherent, autonomous and independent policy vis-à-vis the US. We do not find much support for a planned balance of power-hypothesis, with the EU joining the US as a junior partner. When it comes to Ukraine, the EU and US are indeed coordinated in their response to the Russian aggression, but mainly on the economic sanctions. There are no signs of the EU being part of a concerted balancing game, instead it has been criticized for ignoring geopolitics. The EU and the US do not seem to coordinate their policies towards China on the issue of the South China Sea as much as the US wants. To the contrary -as we have seen, our interviewees suggest that the US does not really want the EU to become a security actor in the region. In some cases, such as with the Asian Investment Bank and the EU's response to the UNCLOS arbitrary court ruling in 2016, the EU has even acted contrary to the US's wishes, despite US' calls for a different policy. The EU does not simply follow the US' lead, but displays an ambition of becoming a more autonomous actor, determined not only to take more responsibility for its neighborhood but also having a global aim. Although perhaps not a global super power in the traditional meaning of the term, geopolitical crises and conflicts serve to strengthen EU foreign and security cooperation.
The Trump presidency threatens to strengthen the weakening trend suggested in this article.
Not only is the Trump-administration asking Europe to take more responsibility for its own security. Perhaps more importantly, and in support of what is argued elsewhere in this volume (Anderson 2018; Peterson 2018; , there is also evidence to suggest an increasing loss of trust between the EU and the US (Interviews 2017). Following the 2016 US Presidential election, several EU official interviewees suggested that 'the EU doesn't trust the US anymore'
(Interview 2017). Similarly, 'the EU is dependent on both China and the US. It comes down to whether or not we need the US to defend us against Russia. If so, we would support the US with China. But the US has not really helped the EU with Ukraine' (Interview 24/10-2017).
Most importantly, should the conflict in the South China Sea get hot, the US will have to more or less redraw from Europe, which will have to take a greater responsibility for its own security, in cooperation with or independently of the US (Interviews 2017). Although more studies are needed to support this, our findings suggest the latter: A stronger and more autonomous EU in a weaker EU-US relationship.
